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REMARKS 

Claims 1, 4-16 and 33-35 were pending. New claims 36-41 are added. New claim 36 is 
supported, e.g., by original claim 3. New claim 37 is supported by the specification at, e.g., page 
22. New claims 38-41 are supported by the specification at, e.g., page 10, lines 6-17. Claims 1 
and 13 have been amended. The amendments to claim 1 are supported by the specification and 
claims as originally filed, including at page 22, lines 1-10. 

It is respectfully submitted that the present amendment presents no new issues or new 
matter and places this case in condition for allowance. Reconsideration of the application in view 
of the above amendments and the following remarks is requested. 

I. The Rejection of Claims 1-16 under 35 U.S.C- 102 

Claims 1-16 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102 as allegedly anticipated by Herrman et ai. 
(WO 97/43482). The Examiner contends that Applicants' arguments that Herrman et al. do net 
teach the claimed invention are not found persuasive. In particular, the Examiner states that (1) 
by use of the open transitional phrase "comprises", further processing may be encompassed by 
the claims and (2) the fact that Applicants have recognized another advantage which would 
inherently exit and flow naturally from the Herrman et al. cannot be the basis for patentability. 

This rejection is respectfully traversed. Applicants are not distinguishing Herrman et al. on 
the basis that Hemrnan et al. requires an additional process step (which could according to the 
Examiner be encompassed by Applicants' use of the transitional phrase "comprising) or that 
Applicants have found an advantage not recognized in the Henrman et al. process. Rather, 
- Applicants are distinguishing Herrman et aJ. on the basis that Herrman et al. does not teach the 
claimed process and therefore, Herrman et al. does not anticipate the claimed invention. 

In particular, Herrman et al. does not teach a process for making a an enzyme 
containing granule in a mixer granulation process including the step of "adding less than 75 of 
100 parts by weight of a particulate component having a mean size of more than 40 pm 
in the longest dimension to more than 25 of 100 parts by weight of an enzyme or enzyme 
and granulating agent." As disclosed in Herrman et al., the particulate component (organic 
flour) is added in the process an amount of 75 to 99.9 parts bv weight and the enzyme or 
enzyme mixture is add ed in an amount of 0.1 to 25 parts bv weight . See Herrman et al. page 3, 
lines 1-9, lines 29-31, page 4, lines 1-6, claim 1; see also the Examiner's summary of Herrman 

It is noted that the rejection addresses claims 1-16. 
However, the pending claims were claims 1, 4-16 and 33-35. 
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et al. in Paper No. 8. Thus, Hermann et al. does not teach the claimed process as Herrman et 
al. teaches the addition of a different ratio of particulate component to enzyme/granulating 
agent then is recited in the present invention. 

Herrman et al. also does not teach that the particulate component used in the mixer 
granulation process should have "a mean size of more than 40 fjm in the longest 
dimension." In Paper No. 8, the Examiner alleged that "(c]ommon particle size ranges and 
percentage distributions within flours were well-known and documented throughout the art, and 
such flours were known to have "a mean size of more than 40 pm." Applicants respectfully 
submit that artisans typically used finely milled particulate components of less than 40 pm, as I ^ 
illustrated in Example 1 of EP 304332 and in WO 98/54980, disclosing mean particle sizes of \ 
390 pm and 480 pm, respectively. Nevertheless, even assuming that particulate component ^ 
having a mean size of more than 40 pm in the longest dimension was known in the art, 
Herrman et al. does not teach an artisan to employ particulate components having the mean 
size recited by the claims. 

Although now forming a limitation of new dependent claim 36 instead of claim 1, 
Herrman et al. also does not teach a method of manufacturing an enzyme-containing granule 
"wherein the particles of the particulate component have a span value of less than 2.5." 
In accordance with the present invention, further control of the size of the finished granule may 
be obtained by using a particulate component having a narrow particle size distribution having a 
SPAN value of less than 2.5. Hermann et al. does mention anything about the importance of 
the SPAN value, let alone, the importance of a SPAN value of less than 2.5. Furthermore, the 
particles of the finished product in the examples of Herrman et al. are not "less than 2.5", and 
therefore the SPAN value is not inherent in Herrman et al.'s method. 

Accordingly, Herrman et al clearly does anticipate the claimed invention. Applicants 
therefore respectfully submit that the claims overcome this rejection under 35 U.S.C. 102. 
Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection. 
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11. Conclusion 

In view of the above, it is respectfully submitted that all claims are in condition for 
allowance. Early action to that end is respectfully requested. The Examiner is hereby invited to 
contact the undersigned by telephone if there are any questions concerning this amendment or 
application. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Date: April 14, 2003 




JtajShl. Gartfell, Reg. No. 44,116 
,i!Movozyrnes North America, Inc. 
500 Fifth Avenue, Suite 1600 
New York, NY 10110 
(212) 840-0097 
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